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AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTH CENTRAL STATES, INC.
TESTIMONY OF JOHN M. HAMMAN
BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
DOCKET NO. 97-00309
MARCH 27, 1998

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is John M. Hamman. My business address is 1200 Peachtree Street, NE,
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3579.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL AND PROFESSIONAL
BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE.

I received a Master of Business Administration with a concentration in Marketing from
University of Missouri, in 1978. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Mechanical
Engineering from Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas in 1970. Over the years, I
have attended numerous industry schools and seminars covering a variety of technical

and regulatory issues.

I joined AT&T in June 1970 in the Operations Department. My initial assignments
included establishing operational methods and support for AT&T's outside workforce and
managing the AT&T Midwest Engineering Regional Facility Planning Electronic Data
Processing Group. In 1976, I joined the Sales/Marketing organization and held various
positions of increasing responsibility selling local services, Customer Provided
Equipment, and Network Services to AT&T's largest customers. In 1983, I was the
AT&T Primary Markets Sales Centér ;nanager for Business customers in Kansas, “

Missouri, Oklahoma, and Arkansas. In that position, my sales center was the primary
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customer contact for AT&T business service orders. In 1986, I took on the responsibility
for Business customer billing and collections methods and support for the Southern
Region states. In 1990, I became responsible for working with the Local Exchange
Carriers ("LECs") reviewing the billing and collections arrangements with AT&T and

resolving related errors and disputes arising from that process.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CURRENT EMPLOYMENT AND THE SCOPE OF
YOUR RESPONSIBILITIES.

My current responsibilities as part of the AT&T Local Services Division, include
providing technical and analytical support activities necessary for AT&T's local service
planning in the nine Southern Region states. This responsibility includes being a core
member of AT&T's negotiations Subject Matter Expert ("SME") team responsible for
unbundled network elements ("UNEs"). In addition, T provide analysis of the Incumbent
Local Exchange Carriers” ("ILECs") agreements with Competitive Local Exchange
Carriers ("CLECs") regarding the details of local service features, interconnection
arrangements, and network architeéture to assess their impact on AT&T's local service
plans. I recently represented AT&T on the Georgia Local Number Portability ("LNP")
Workshop and as Chair of the Georgia LNP Requirements Committee. I served as that
committee's representative to the Georgia LNP Steering Committee which interfaced
directly with the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff. In that capacity, 1 worked
with other members of the industry in the determination and development of the technical

requirements for implementation of LNP in Georgia.
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HAVE YOU TESTIFIED PREVIOUSLY BEFORE ANY STATE PUBLIC
SERVICE COMMISSIONS? IF SO, BRIEFLY DESCRIBE THE SUBJECT(S) OF
YOUR TESTIMONY.

I have testified as the expert technical witness before state commissions in Alabama,
Mississippi, Louisiana, South Carolina, and Kentucky in the AT&T/BellSouth
Arbitration hearings and before the commissions in Louisiana, South Carolina, Alabama,
Kentucky, Florida, North Carolina and Mississippi regarding BellSouth's entry into the
interl ATA market.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my testimony is to (1) refute Mr. Milner’s assertions that the 87 binders
he references in his testimony (30 of which comprise Ex. WKM-1, filed in this
proceeding) demonstrate that BellSouth has satisfied the requirements of the competitive
checklist in § 271 of the Act; (2) address Mr. Milner’s and Mr. Varner's assertions that
BellSouth has made the required checklist items “functionally available™; and (3) rebut
Mr. Milner’s and Mr. Varner's testimony that BellSouth has complied with the
competitive checklist. Additionally, I provide a framework that this Authority can use in
evaluating whether BellSouth complies with the 14-point checklist contained in section
§ 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("the Act") and whether BellSouth has
demonstrated that its Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions
("Statement" or "SGAT") complies with §§ 251 and 252(d) of the Act. After reviewing

the evidence, this Authority should determine that BellSouth has not yet implemented

fully an interconnection agreement or demonstrated that the services and elements it

purports to offer in its Statement are available on a non-discriminatory basis if ordered

now by a CLEC.
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WHY IS IT SO IMPORTANT FOR BELLSOUTH TO COMPLY FULLY WITH
SECTIONS 251 AND 252 OF THE ACT AND THE COMPETITIVE
CHECKLIST?

Until BellSouth fully compiiés with the Act either through a fully implemented
interconnection agreement or through its Statement, AT&T and other CLECs cannot
provide the same quality of service to their customers that BellSouth provides to its

customers.

BeliSouth's cooperation is absolutely necessary for the development of meaningful local
exchange competition. BellSouth's ability to leverage its monopoly status in local
exchange service into the interLATA market creates a natural incentive to withhold such
cooperation from competitors. The Act conditions in-region, interLATA entry on
compliance with §§ 251 and 252 of the Act and all the items included in the checklist in
§ 271. This condition provides an incentive to BellSouth to take the steps necessary to
open its monopoly markets, while reducing its incentive and opportunities to discriminate
against new competitors. Premature entry into the interLATA market removes the

incentive to open the local market to competition.

If BellSouth does not provide interconnection and access to UNEs in compliance with the
Act, AT&T's (and other new entrants’) customers will receive inferior service. These
customers likely will blame AT&T for their service problems, thus damaging AT&T's
reputation and its ability to attract and retain users. The widespread competition

envirsiﬂne‘d by the Act simply will not occur if BellSouth fails to comply with the Act.
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WHAT IS REQUIRED FOR THIS AUTHORITY TO APPROVE BELLSOUTH'S
STATEMENT AND TO DETERMINE IF BELLSOUTH HAS DEMONSTRATED
COMPLIANCE WITH THE CHECKLIST ITEMS?

Before it can approve BellSouth's Statement or find that BellSouth has complied with the
checklist, the Authority must determine that each and every standard and requirement of
§§ 251 and 252(d) of the Act has been met and that the provisions in BellSouth's
Statement or arbitrated interconnection agreements can be implemented in a realistic way.
If BellSouth does not have the actual capability to provide the services it claims to offer,
any promises to offer those services are meaningless. Indeed, in its decision rejecting
Ameritech’s application to provide in-region, interLATA service in Michigan, the FCC
stated clearly, “Paper promises do not, and cannot, satisfy a BOC’s burden of proof.”
Memorandum Opinion and Order, CC Docket No. 97-137 955 (Aug. 19, 1997)
(“Ameritech Order™).

To demonstrate compliance with §§ 251 and 252 and with the checklist, BellSouth thus
must make each item available in a nondiscriminatory manner. These items must be
available in such quantities as may be reasonably demanded by CLECs. Mere promises
to provide the items sometime in the future are not sufficient. Without a fully
implemented interconnection agreement or Statement that complies with the checklist,
this Authority cannot be assured that AT&T and other CLECs can provide or make
available the same quality of service to their customers that BellSouth is able to provide

to its customers.

BellSouth therefore cannot demonstrate compliance with the requirements of the Act

until it provides CLECs with nondiscriminatory access to the 14 checklist items at parity
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with the access enjoyed by BellSouth. In order to provide nondiscriminatory access,
BellSouth must take several steps for each checklist item: (1) methods and procedu{«es
for implementation must be established; (2) operational testing must be performed; (3)
actual operational experience must be gained; and (4) actual experience must be
measured against performance benchmarks and measurements. Without these steps, the

Authority is limited to reliance on BellSouth's assertions.

WHY ARE THESE STEPS SO CRITICAL?

The FCC affirmed that these four steps are key to assure not only that BellSouth can
prove its compliance with the checklist at the time of its application, but also to
demonstrate that it will be able to continue such compliance in the future. Ameritech
Order at §22. First, methods and procedures are critical because they provide a standard
set of rules for new entrants seeking to work with BellSouth to provide local service. Id.
They also provide BellSouth employees with consistent rules for dealing with new
entrants. Absent standard methods and procedures, new entrants cannot plan and deliver
service to end users effectively. It is not enough for BellSouth simply to say it will make
items available; the parties must work out the details of who, what, when, where and

how.

Second, operational testing is necessary to identify and resolve issues that will arise when
CLECs work with BellSouth's network and employees. As the FCC has stated, actual
commercial usage is the best test of whether a BOC can provide nondiscriminatory access
to its network. Ameritech Order at § 138. In the absence of actual experience, at a
minimum BellSouth must demonstrate nondiscriminatory access through testing. Id.

BellSouth’s internal testing does not by itself provide sufficient evidence of operability.
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Joint testing with new entrants and/or neutral third parties is much more likely to uncover
flaws in the planned interactions between the new entrants and BellSouth. Operational
testing beyond BellSouth's internal testing permits the parties to examine the established

methods and procedures and make any changes necessary for real-time operations.

Third, actual operational experiences furnish the best information to determine whether
BellSouth is providing the checklist items in accordance with the Act. While information
gained from testing may be helpful to this Authority, it cannot account for all possible
contingencies. Where available, actual operational experiences deliver the most telling
evidence of the extent to which new entrants are able to provide service using BellSouth's

network.

Fourth, performance measures are necessary to determine whether BellSouth is providing
nondiscriminatory access to its network. Ms. Dailey discusses the issue of performance
measures in greater detail in her testimony. While BellSouth may intend to provide the
statutorily required items in a nondiscriminatory manner, without data generated by
performance measures, proof of compliance cannot be established. Initially, new entrants
such as AT&T must purchase most of the services, network elements, and
interconnection necessary to provide local exchange service exclusively from BellSouth.
New entrants cannot provide high quality services to consumers unless BellSouth first
provides high quality services to new entrants. Without performance measures and data,
there is no way to objectively determine whether new entrants receive interconnection

and access to UNEs at parity with that which BellSouth enjoys.
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WHY ARE THE CURRENT BELLSOUTH METHODS AND PROCEDURES
INSUFFICIENT TO SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE ACT?

BellSouth's current internal implementation methods and procedures reflect operational
arrangements related to the provisioning of BellSouth services under tariffs, contracts,
and agreements established prior to the Act. Although they may be sufficient to provide
BellSouth services and meet the demands of the pre-Act environment, they are not
directly transferable to the nondiscriminatory actions BellSouth must undertake to open
the local exchange market. Unbundling and interconnecting the local telephone network
is a new activity in which BellSouth is required to make its facilities available, at cost-
based, competitively neutral prices, to competitors who will try to use these facilities to
win BellSouth's customers. Even if BellSouth has the best of intentions, the process of
unbundling local telephone networks is surrounded by uncertainty and likely will be

characterized by fitful progress and frequent disputes.

Moreover, BellSouth's pre-Act experience in providing a limited number of services and
facilities to Interexchange Carriers, Cable Companies and Competitive Access Providers
has only limited relevance to its ability to provide nondiscriminatory access and
interconnection for the provision of competitive local exchange services. New methods
and procedures must be developed in light of the requirements of the new local market
and be tested through real operational experience before BellSouth can prove that it is

providing nondiscriminatory access and interconnection equal to that it provides to itself,
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WHAT ARE AT&T AND BELLSOUTH DOING TO IMPLEMENT THE TERMS
OF THE INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT SIGNED IN TENNESSEE?

AT&T is continuing to work to ensure that it will be able to obtain the statutorily required
items in a manner that will allow AT&T to provide its customers with high quality
service. There remain significant implementation issues to be resolved. In recent
months, AT&T and BellSouth have concentrated on resolving larger important projects,

such as provisioning unbundled network elements and AT&T Digital Link service.

While BellSouth has made assurances that it will continue to cooperate in resolving these
issues, the simple fact is that this work is not yet complete. Moreover, BellSouth’s
actions in implementing interconnection agreements in Georgia, Florida, and Kentucky
have required AT&T to seek assistance from the state commissions because of delays and
other anti-competitive actions by BellSouth. Further, additional work items continue to
be identified as the parties move into the uncharted territory of local exchange
competition. As discussed in detail in the testimony of Mr. F alcone, BellSouth's proposal
to use collocation to provide access to cornbinaﬁons of UNEs raises a myriad of
additional questions and issues that the parties must address before a viable option for
accessing UNEs can be implemented. More work is required to develop the methods aﬁd
procedures, operational testing, operational experience and performance benchmarks and

measurements necessary to establish whether BellSouth is in compliance with the Act.

WHAT OTHER SAFEGUARDS ARE NECESSARY WITH RESPECT TO THE
AUTHORITY'S DETERMINATION REGARDING NETWORK UNBUNDLING
ISSUES?
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BellSouth and the CLECs need sufficient time to work out transitional issues and ensure
that the unbundling of network elements has taken place. The transitional issues include
resolving issues related to the ordering and testing of unbundled network elements, and
measuring BellSouth's ability to provide access to these: elements at parity with
BellSouth's access. The Act provides for a total overhaul of the local exchange market
with the goal of introducing competition and dismantling the monopoly local exchange
bottleneck. This is not something that can occur overnight; it is a complicated and
difficult process. Accordingly, the Authority should not find that BellSouth has met the
Act's unbundling requirements until the transitional issues have been resolved. "Paper

unbundling" cannot constitute compliance with the Act.

THE BINDERS FILED WITH MR. MILNER'S TESTIMONY DO NOT

ESTABLISH THAT BELLSOUTH HAS COMPLIED WITH THE ACT

BELLSOUTH FILED 30 BINDERS WITH MR. MILNER'S TESTIMONY. DOES
THIS WRITTEN MATERIAL ESTABLISH THAT BELLSOUTH CAN MAKE
AVAILABLE ALL OF THE CHECKLIST ITEMS AND MEET THE
NONDISCRIMINATORY REQUIREMENTS OF THE ACT?

No. BellSouth cannot establish its compliance with §§ 251 and 252 for each of the
checklist items simply by producing 30 binders. As Mr. Milner states, the 30 binders are
a subset of a set of 87 binders filed in other states. The binders are merely a repetitious
collection of BellSouth's internal operating documents along with some information

regarding internal testing conducted by BellSouth in March, 1997. The fact that

BellSouth has produced these.documents (some of which -were copied;-verbatim, from. = .

BellSouth's access department and thus have no proven application to UNEs in the local

market) does not prove that BellSouth actually can provide resale and access to UNEs

10
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under the terms and conditions required by the Act. These binders, if anything, reveal
that BellSouth is not yet prepared to open its monopoly market to competition. The
binders contain materials that are largely duplicative, incomplete, disorganized, and
difficult to follow. They are insufficient to establish that BellSouth is capable of

providing the items in its Statement in a just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory fashion.

WHAT WOULD YOU EXPECT TO SEE IN AN ADEQUATE SET OF
MEASURES AND PROCEDURES TO SUPPORT ACCESS TO BELLSOUTH’S
NETWORK?

As stated above, BellSouth must demonstrate for each item that it has: 1)
nondiscriminatory methods and procedures for implementation; (2) internal, third party,
and/or CLEC operational testing results that confirm nondiscriminatory access; (3)
meaningful actual operational experience; and (4) performance measurements against
which operational experience may be measured. The material in the binders provided by
Mr. Milner does not satisfy this standard. We have reviewed the full set of 87 binders

and reached the following conclusions:

First, the methods and procedures provided in the binders appear to be nothing more than
e:)cisting BellSouth procedures that have been reordered and duplicated. The binders
cbntain copies of pages from the Local Interconnection and Facility Based Ordering
guide that already have been provided in this hearing and documents that reflect methods
for providing access to long distance carriers that are dated prior to the Act. Moreover,
those documents are duplicated repeatedly in the binders and, in many cases, duplicates

in the binder appear to be errors in the compilation of the binders.

Second, to the extent that testing has been performed, the testing experience referenced in

the binders reflects nothing more than BellSouth's internal testing experience. BellSouth

11
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does not provide any of the test parameters or the test results that would allow a third
party to confirm that BellSouth can provide the checklist items in a nondiscriminatory
manner. For example, references in the test report summaries state that the billing data
was not completed to verify that billing would be available and accurate. The

information in the binders indicates that orders were forced through the system without

complete information in order to complete the tests, and there is no explanation as to why

this was necessary. In some instances, in order to process orders, tables consisting of the
data elements necessary to order the service had to be updated to allow the orders to
complete. There is no mention of updating the methods to ensure that the tables will be

current when a CLEC begins sending orders through the system.

Third, the operational experiences BellSouth provides are merely "live activity"
summaries showing data collected by BellSouth from their data systems of the USOCs
ordered and completed in their databases. The information in the binders does not
indicate that the elements being deployed actually are being used by CLECs, and most
importantly, there is no verification that these services are being provided in a
nondiscriminatory manner. The binders also contain no statements as to whether there
have been any complaints from CLECs using the services. The number of operational
experiences that BellSouth lists in the binders is minimal at best. The binders certainly
do not demonstrate that BellSouth has sufficient experience to verify that it can provide
CLECs the checklist items through all of the different technologies that exist in the
BellSouth network.

Finally, the binders-do not contain performance measurements for either BellSouth ora
CLEC. In many cases the provisioning intervals to provide service are left blank or

require a service inquiry to determine the interval. BellSouth has neither set standards for

12
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nondiscriminatory access nor stated how it will measure its performance against those

standards.

DO THE BINDERS FILED WITH THIS AUTHORITY SUFFER FROM THE
SAME DEFICIENCIES NOTED WITH THE FULL SET OF 87 BINDERS FILED
ELSEWHERE?

BellSouth's latest filing of 30 binders with this Authority appears to have fewer of the
types of assembly and copying problems found in the complete set of binders. However,
the more important substantive issues have not been addressed. The binders do not

appear to have been updated since they were first filed in June, 1997 in Georgia.

SHOULD THIS AUTHORITY RELY ON INFORMATION IN THE BIN DERS TO
DETERMINE WHETHER BELLSOUTH HAS COMPLIED WITH THE
CHECKLIST?

No. The binders do not demonstrate that BellSouth's Statement complies with the
checklist. Rather, the material demonstrates that BellSouth is not yet prepared to
implement fully its agreements with any CLEC and cannot ensure that it actually can
provide the checklist items. In fact, the problems I have identified with the material in
the binders are consistent with the problems that CLECs already have experienced in
attempting to obtain UNEs and the services for resale from BellSouth without adequate
and reliable methods and procedures in place. BellSouth simply has not yet completed

the work necessary to implement the paper promises in its Statement.

13
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"FUNCTIONAL AVAILABILITY" IS NOT THE APPROPRIATE, STANDARD
FOR DETERMINING CHECKLIST COMPLIANCE

MR. MILNER REPEATEDLY STATES IN HIS TESTIMONY THAT
CHECKLIST ITEMS ARE "FUNCTIONALLY AVAILABLE." IS THIS THE
APPROPRIATE STANDARD FOR DETERMINING COMPLIANCE WITH THE
CHECKLIST?

No. Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("the Act") states that Bell
operating companies must provide nondiscriminatory access to UNEs in accordance with
§§ 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1). Section 251(c)3) requires LECs to make UNEs available
"on rates, terms and conditions that are just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory."
47U.8.C.A. §251(c)3). This is the statutory standard for determining whether
BellSouth has complied with the competitive checklist. BellSouth, however, attempts to
avoid noncompliance with the standard by claiming that each checklist item is
"functionally available." Indeed, Mr. Milner uses the phrase "functionally available" no
less than twenty times in his testimony. See Milner Dir. at 3, 8, 9, 16, 20, 27, 29, 36, 39,
42, 45, 47, 53, 55, 57, and 67. Mr. Varner also uses the phrase in his testimony. See
Varner Dir. at 35. That term does not appear in the Act. Mr. Milner states on page 8 that
he means by that term that a checklist iterm has been "fully implemented and is available"
whether or not another carrier has requested the item. Thus, the term, as defined by Mr.
Milner, does not address the critical aspects of the Act's requirement that BellSouth
provide "just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory" access. Moreover, as addressed below,
the items on the checklist are not "fully implemented" nor "available" because methods

and procedures for providing these items are not in place, operational testing is not

- complete, and for many items, there is no operational -experience. . .

14
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BELLSOUTH HAS NOT COMPLIED WITH THE COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST

HAS BELLSOUTH COMPLIED WITH THE 14-POINT CHECKLIST?

No. Although BellSouth claims that it has already interconnected with other networks,
and implemented unbundling, a significant number of operational and technical matters
remain to be resolved before BellSouth can demonstrate compliance with §§ 251 and
252(d) of the Act and the 14 point checklist. In this section, I address the following
Checklist items found in § 271(c)2)B): (1) Interconnection, (2) Unbundled Network
Elements, (3) Poles, Ducts, and Rights of Way, (4) Local Loops, (5) Local Trar;sport, (6)
Local Switching, (7) Telephone Numbers, (9) 911/E911 Services, Directory and Operator
Services, (10) Signaling and Databases, (11) Local Number Portability and (13)
Reciprocal Compensation. Mr. Gillan addresses checklist items 2 and 6 in greater detail
in his testimony. Mr. Falcone discusses the issue of collocation and how that affects
BellSouth's ability to provide UNEs in accordance with the checklist item 2. Mr.
Bradbury discusses in his testimony how the lack of adequate Operations Support
Systems affects all of the checklist items. Ms. Dailey discusses how performance

measurements are critical to ensure nondiscriminatory access.

CHECKLIST ITEM 1--INTERCONNECTION

WHAT IS INTERCONNECTION?

Interconnection is the way that competing carriers connect to the local networks, both

BellSouth's and others.

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

15
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Under § 271(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Act, BellSouth must provide interconnection in accordance
with the standards and pricing rules of §§ 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1). Section 251(c)(2)
requires BellSouth to provide interconnection for the transmission and routing of
telephone exchange service and access, at any technically feasible point, at least equal in
quality to that BellSouth provides to itself, on rates, terms and conditions that are just,
reasonable and nondiscriminatory. The quality of interconnection provided to CLECs
must be "indistinguishable" from that BellSouth provides to itself. FCC First Report and
Order § 224 (Aug. 8, 1996) (“FCC First Report and Order”).

In order to satisfy checklist item one, BellSouth must establish methods and procedures
to implement the most efficient interconnection architecture to permit a CLEC's and
BellSouth's networks to work together. This includes Jjoint engineering practices,
administrative procedures, specific timelines for implementation of the wvarious
arrangements, joint testing procedures to verify interconnection, joint practices for
resolution of issues related to interconnection, and performance measurements for each

party to meet in the provisioning of these arrangements.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING
INTERCONNECTION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CHECKLIST?

No. BellSouth states it has provided interconnection, but offers no evidence to prove that
it has provided interconnection that is equal in quality to that which BellSouth provides to
itself. If BellSouth has any such evidence it has failed to produce it. For example,
BellSouth's agreements with other LECs which have been in place for some time might
proviée some evidence of interconnection quality provided to other LECS, but BellSouth

has not made them part of its case. Without review of these agreements, the Authority

16
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and other carriers cannot determine if the terms of interconnection BellSouth is offering
new entrants are better or worse than the terms BellSouth offers to other carriers in
existing agreements. Therefore, it is impossible to determine whether BellSouth is

offering new entrants terms that are nondiscriminatory.

ARE THERE ANY ADDITIONAL ISSUES THAT BELLSOUTH MUST
RESOLVE TO COMPLY WITH THE ACT'S INTERCONNECTION
REQUIREMENTS?

Yes. BellSouth must establish that the methods and procedures related tointerconnecﬁon
through collocation are nondiscriminatory. Mr. Falcone addresses the issue of

nondiscriminatory access to collocation in his testimony.

CHECKLIST ITEM 2 -- NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO UNBUNDLED

NETWORK ELEMENTS

WHAT ARE UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS UNDER THE ACT?
Unbundled network elements or UNEs are the facilities or equipment used in the
provision of a telecommunications service. The Act defines a "network element” as "a
facility or equipment used in the provision of a telecommunications service . . .
includ[ing] features, functions, and capabilities that are provided by means of such
facility or equipment.” 47 US.C.A. § 153(29). AT&T requested access to 12 UNEs in
arbitration with BellSouth, and BellSouth agreed to provide them. UNEs can be used to
interconnect AT&T's facilities with each BellSouth network element at any point
designated by AT&T that is technically feasible. The elements may be used individually

and in combination with other network elements to provide telecommunications services.
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Attached to my testimony is JMH-1, a chart describing the 12 UNEs included in the

AT&T/BellSouth interconnection agreement.

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

The Act provides that for each UNE, required provisioning includes the ability to order
any one or a combination of all the elements; to specify features, functions, and
capabilities of the UNEs; to be assured that billing methods are in place for each UNE;
and to know that BellSouth provides a means to test the elements and ensure they work

together as expected.

HAS BELLSOUTH COMPLIED WITH THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

No. Under Checklist Item 2, BellSouth must provide nondiscriminatory access to
network elements in accordance with the requirements of §§ 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1) of
the Act. Section 251(c)(3) requires BellSouth to provide nondiscriminatory access to
network elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, terms
and conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory. Nondiscriminatorﬁz access
means at a minimum, that the terms and conditions are offered equally to all requesting
carriers, and where applicable, they must be equal to the terms and conditions under
which BellSouth provisions the elements to itself. As shown below, BellSouth has not

provided nondiscriminatory access to network elements as required.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING UNES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE ACT?

No. During similar proceedings before the Public Service Commissions in Georgia,

Kentucky, Alabama, Florida, North Carolina, Mississippi, Louisiana and South Carolina
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each CLEC that had attempted to obtain UNEs from BellSouth expressed dissatisfaction
with their ability to obtain and use these UNEs to provide service to end users. Indeed,
BellSouth was unable to produce a single user of the UNEs who expressed satisfaction
with this process. The testimony provided in those hearings shows BellSouth has not
demonstrated that it possesses both the technical competence and the willingness to
provide network elements other than interconnection trunks to CLECs. And, in this
proceeding, BellSouth has provided no additional evidence to demonstrate that it can
provide access to UNEs in accordance with § 251(c)(3).

WHAT HAS BEEN AT&T'S EXPERIENCE WITH OBTAINING ACCESS TO
UNES FROM BELLSOUTH?

AT&T attempted to order UNEs that make up the unbundled platform in Tennessee,
Kentucky and Florida, but BellSouth has been unable to implement the UNE platform or
provide unbundled network elements on a nondiscriminatory basis. I address AT&T's
operational experience with attempts to order the unbundled platform and unbundled
network elements in more detail below. The requirements of the Act and the policy
issues related to the unbundled platform are discussed m detail in the testimony of Mr.
Gillan. In addition, Mr. Falcone addresses BellSouth's failure to identify methods and

procedures by which it will provide access to combinations of UNEs through collocation.

WHAT IS THE "UNBUNDLED PLATFORM"?

The unbundled platform is a combination of UNE:s, consisting of the network interface
device, loop (combination of the loop distribution, loop feeder, and the loop
concentrator/multiplexer), local switching, operator systems, common and dedicated
transport, signaling and call-related data bases, and tandem switching. ' The platform

permits a new local service provider to offer local exchange and exchange access service.
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With this combination, a local service provider can offer a full range of
telecommunications services to end users and other carriers. When providing service
with the platform, a CLEC experiences more flexibility while shouldering more risk, than

when it simply resells BellSouth services that BellSouth already provides to end users.

BESIDES ACCESS TO UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS, DOES THE
PLATFORM RELATE TO OTHER CHECKLIST ITEMS?

Yes. Because the platform is composed of unbundled network elements, BellSouth's
ability to provide the platform also reflects its ability to provide access to the specific
network elements comprising the platform. BellSouth would be unable to demonstrate its
ability to provide nandiscrimiilatory access to the platform if it cannot provide such

access to the individual unbundled network elements.

DOES THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT PERMIT USE OF AN
UNBUNDLED PLATFORM?

Yes. The Act specifically provides that "[a]n incumbent local exchange carrier shall
provide such UNEs in a manner that allows requesting carriers to combine such elements
in order to provide telecommunications service." 47 U.S.C.A. § 251(c)(3). The United
States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit recently confirmed that CLECs must be
permitted to purchase UNEs and combine them in any way they choose to create a

telecommunications service. Iowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1997). Mr.

Gillian discusses this issue in more detail in his testimony.

WHAT HAS BEEN AT&T’S EXPERIENCE ORDERING UNBUNDLED
NETWORK ELEMENTS FROM BELLSOUTH, INCLUDING THE
UNBUNDLED NETWORK PLATFORM?
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BellSouth has failed to provide unbundled network elements ordered by AT&T in a
nondiscriminatory manner. AT&T has placed orders for UNEs in Tennessee, Kentucky
and Florida. The actions of BellSouth in responding to these orders demonstrates that
BellSouth is unable to provide access to unbundled network elements in accordance with

Checklist Ite;n 2.

Between December, 1997 and February, 1998, AT&T has placed eight orders for UNEs
with BellSouth in Tennessee. BellSouth provided timely firm order confirmations for
only two of the orders. Moreover, for two orders, AT&T informed BeliSouth that the
orders were to be supported by AT&T's Operator Services platform. AT&T wanted to
ensure that the functionality and routing to AT&T's Operator Services platform was
operationally sound, and that billing for the UNE platform and Operator Services was
accurate. BellSouth initially failed to provide AT&T with a firm order confirmation of
the orders. AT&T was forced to call BellSouth to repeat its request for the UNE
platform. When test calls were placed to check the routing to AT&T's platform, the calls
instead were routed to BellSouth's branded Operator Services and Directory Assistance
platforms. When AT&T inquired about the misrouting in January, 1998, BellSouth
responded that because AT&T's platform was not in place in Tennessee, the calls were
routed to BellSouth's platform. However, the parties had provisioned and tested the
AT&T platform in six central offices in Tennessee to allow the routing of calls to AT&T
Operator Services and Directory Assistance. In these six offices the trunk grdups had
been established to route Directory Assistance calls to BellSouth's unbranded platform

and to send Operator Services calls to AT&T's platform. Line class codes for the routing

“also had been defined. Although BellSouth ultimately routed the orders correctly, it took

more than three months for this issue to be resolved.
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BellSouth also has failed to provide combinations of UNEs as requested by AT&T in
Tenﬁessee. The Interconnection Agreement between AT&T and BellSouth provides that
AT&T may order combinations of UNEs. Interconnection Agreement § 1.A. If
BellSouth believes that a combination of UNEs ordered by AT&T replicates an existing
BellSouth service, BellSouth has the burden of petitioning the TRA to establish that the
UNE combination requested by AT&T replicates such a service. Id. BellSouth,
however, must provide the UNEs as ordered by AT&T. AT&T requested in one order
that operator service calls be ﬁuted to its platform, and in another order requested
different features of the unbundled switch. BellSouth, however, asserted that such orders
replicated existing BellSouth services, and ‘biﬂed AT&T at the resale rate rather than at

the unbundled network element price.

To date, AT&T has placed orders for 12 test lines with BellSouth in Kentucky.
BellSouth provisioned five of the lines but rejected the remaining seven orders.
BellSouth assured AT&T that an electronic interface for ordering would be available by
May, 1997; however, BellSouth continues to ‘process orders manually because the
electronic interface remains unavailable. In addition, BellSouth has not provided correct
billing information for the lines, nor has BellSouth provided daily usage recordings to
AT&T that allow AT&T to bill other carriers for access. Two of the orders requested
specific local switching features: 900 blocking and Call Hold. The other order did not
request any specific features. When AT&T submitted the two orders with specific
features, BellSouth responded that AT&T could not order 900 blocking or Call Hold as
stand-alone features because the features were unavailable in BellSouth's retail tariffs.

BeliSouth stated that AT_&T would have to order additional features to obtain 900
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blocking and Call Hold. This requirement to charge AT&T the resale rate for such
services violates the Act and an order of the Kentucky Public Service Commission that
requires BellSouth to offer the switch including the features, functions and capabilities
provided by the switch at no additional cost. BellSouth's latest response has been that the
specific feature orders cannot be processed because the features do not work
independently, but that AT&T could pursue the cumbersome and time-consuming bona

fide request process to attempt to obtain the features.

For the order without any specific features, BellSouth failed to provide a ﬁrm order
confirmation after two days. Under the BellSouth/AT&T Interconnection Agreement, the
firm order confirmation is required within 24 hours. When AT&T contacted the
BellSouth Local Carrier Service Center on October 6, 1997, the BellSouth representative
stated that the order was being held because the loop/port combination was not available
in Kentucky. When AT&T responded that BellSouth previously had stated that the
loop/port combination was available, the BellSouth representative referred the caller to
BellSouth's account team. Finally, on November 3, 1997, BellSouth responded that it
had issued the order with an error in the Unjversal Service Order Codes, and that it had
corrected the error and reissued the order. AT&T was forced to wait for approximately
one month to verify that BellSouth had processed correctly a single order for a loop/port

combination that lacked any extra features.

When AT&T ordered the UNE platform in Florida as part of a joint concept testing
arrangement, BellSouth again was unable to demonstrate that it can provide it. AT&T
first tried to set up a means of communicating our requirements for UNEs through a

"footprint" order to define for a particular geographic area, the capabilities AT&T desires
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in that area. The purpose of using the footprint order is to ensure that BellSouth will be
able to provide those UNEs for AT&T customers in that area. When AT&T submitted its
footprint order in Florida, it received no confirmation of th;: order from BellSouth and no
communication on methods and procedures for providing AT&T the requested access. In
September, 1997, BellSouth informed AT&T that it had changed the UNE platform
ordering process, and faxed AT&T an internal noticed dated one month previous.
BellSouth's method of notifying AT&T of such a change is inconsistent with the methods
BellSouth previously provided to AT&T. BellSouth's inability to follow the established
process for notifying CLECs of changes to its ordering processes demonstrates that

BellSouth has not yet implemented adequate methods and procedures for the ordering and

| provisioning of unbundled network elements.

In addition, the Florida test orders were placed through a manual process, and as
discussed in Mr. Bradbury's testimony, manual ordering processes do not comply with
requirements of the Act, as confirmed by the FCC’s rejection of BellSouth's application
to provide in-region, interLATA service in South Carolina and the FCC's Ameritech

decision. See Ameritech Order Y 172-85; In the Matter of Application of BellSouth

Corporation, Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended,

To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in South Carolina, CC Docket 97-208 q 143

(Dec. 24, 1997). More importantly, however, BellSouth has failed to provide AT&T with
call detail information that would allow AT&T to determine whether and to what extent
BellSouth actually is providing UNEs. BellSouth's inability to record and provide the

requested UNE data forecloses any meaningful attempt to analyze BellSouth's ability to
provide UNEs. '
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Until AT&T knows what it is getting when it places orders for UNEs, it will not know ¢}
if they are available or (2) that BellSouth has in place the methods and procedures to

provide nondiscriminatory access to UNEs.

WHAT HAS BEEN AT&T'S EXPERIENCE WITH BELLSOUTH'S BILLING?

In Tennessee, as stated above, BellSouth improperly billed AT&T at the resale rate for
UNE orders. In addition, bills AT&T received from BellSouth in Florida and Kentucky
in connection with the joint concept testing contained several errors. For example, in
bills received in May and June of 1997, BellSouth failed to include call details for
chargeable items such as directory assistance calls to permit AT&T to bill its customers

properly.

HAS BELLSOUTH ESTABLISHED THAT IT CURRENTLY IS CAPABLE OF
RECORDING AND BILLING USAGE DETAIL FOR UNES?

No. BellSouth originally admitted that it was not capable of mechanized billing for UNE
combinations or of providing usage sensitive billing for UNEs. BellSouth now claims
that it can provide such a bill, but BellSouth has yet to provide an accurate usage
sensitive bill to AT&T. Without this capability, BellSouth cannot claim that it has
complied with the requirements of the competitive checklist to provide access to UNEs at
cost-based rates on a nondiscriminatory basis. Even if a CLEC does not order the entire
UNE platform, but seeks to order one or two elements to combine with its own facilities,

at this point, BellSouth has not demonstrated its ability to provide accurate usage

sensitive billing. In addition, despite its arguments to the contrary, BellSouth. also must == .. .. -

develop the ability to bill for UNE combinations at UNE rates. The United States Court

of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit recently determined that incumbent local exchange
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carriers must provide access to combinations of UNEs at cost-based rates even if they
duplicate services offered for resale, confirming this Authority's interpretation of the Act.

Iowa Utils. Bd. v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1997). Therefore, BellSouth must

develop the capability to bill for the UNE platform at UNE rates.

WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF BELLSOUTH'S INABILITY TO PROVIDE
ACCURATE USAGE DATA?

First, without usage data, there is no way for a CLEC to check the accuracy of the bill.
Second, there is no way for a CLEC to track costs for purposes of creating its own pricing
structure. Third, there is no way for a CLEC to monitor network usage to create more
efficient networks and more efficient service plans for customers. Fourth, there is no way
to bill access charges. FCC regulations provide that the purchaser of local switching
becomes the access provider. BellSouth’s inability to provide usage billing prevents
CLECs from being able to bill access charges.

IS BELLSOUTH IN A POSITION TO PROVIDE THE UNBUNDLED
PLATFORM ON A NONDISCRIMINATORY BASIS?
No. BellSouth cannot do so now. Three things must happen before BellSouth can

implement the unbundled platform.

First, fully tested Operational Support Systems ("OSS") interfaces between BellSouth and
CLECs must be in place. Mr. Bradbury's testimony demonstrates that nondiscriminatory

OSS interfaces are not available at this time.

Second, the process by which AT&T will specify the particular features, functions and

capabilities of the UNEs necessary to serve a customer using the UNE platform, as well
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as the methods and procedures that BellSouth will use to implement AT&T's request,
must be defined, put in place, and tested. This includes methods and procedures for

providing access to combinations of UNEs through the only means that BellSouth has so

far identified -- collocation. This issue is discussed in detail in the testimony of Mr.

Falcone.

Finally, BellSouth must develop procedures for dealing with large scale transfers of
customers to the unbundled platform on a bulk order basis that allows CLECs to specify
the UNEs necessary to implement these customers efficiently. If such procedures are not
developed, delays in the transfer of customers will occur. AT&T and the other CLECs
that offer the unbundled platform will suffer because their service will be viewed by
customers as unreliable (even though BellSouth will be responsible for the delay), and
AT&T will not be able to serve its customers in substantially the same time and manner

as BellSouth.

CHECKLIST ITEM 3 —- POLES, DUCTS, CONDUITS AND

RIGHTS OF WAY

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

Under Checklist Item 3, BellSouth must provide nondiscriminatory access to the poles,
ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way owned or controlled by BellSouth at just and
reasonable rates in accordance with the requirements of 47 U.S.C.A. | § 224,
Nondiscriminatory access means at a minimum, that the terms and conditions are offered
equally to all requesting carriers, and where applicable, they must be equal to the terms

and conditions under which BellSouth provisions the elements to itself.
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CLEC:s require the same access to poles, duéts, conduits and rights-of-way as BellSouth

- provides to itself. BellSouth maintains that it provides this access now under licensing

agreements for Interexchange Carriers. However, the access required in the local market
will differ from that currently offered. Local competition will require access in many

more locations.

HAS BELLSOUTH ESTABLISHED COMPLIANCE WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

No. AT&T and BellSouth have agreed to an implementation guide regarding the process
by which AT&T can request access to poles, ducts, conduits and rights-of-way.
However, until these methods and procedures have been tested and implemented,

BellSouth cannot demonstrate compliance with this checklist item.

CHECKLIST ITEM 4 -- LOCAL LOOPS

WHAT ARE LOCAL LOOPS?

The local loop is the network element that provides access to the customer location from
the BellSouth local office. In most cases, the local loop consists of the wires that go from
the main distribution frame ("MDF") in the local telephone office out into the streets to
the connection at the network interface device at the customer location. Local loops
provide the transmission medium for all local services. Providing unbundled local loops

is a new and different process that BellSouth has not yet fully implemented anywhere in

its territory.
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WHAT IS REQUIRED TO "FULLY IMPLEMENT" THE UNBUNDLING OF
LOOPS?

Full implementation requires, at 2 minimum, a fully tested and functioning process for
pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and billing. See FCC First Report and
Order q 386. These working processes must be in place, adequately tested, and
demonstrated to work in a market environment for both new and existing customers. For
example, providing a loop for a new customer involves connecting an available loop

through the BellSouth office to the CLEC's connections.

However, changing an existing customer from BellSouth to the new CLEC requires an
alternative process involving different activities. These activities consist of the

following:

1. BellSouth must verify the appearance of the customer's loop on its MDF and pre-
wire the cross-connection of the existing loop on the MDF to the CLEC's
collocated equipment. The existing BellSouth loop must be physically
disconnected from BellSouth's switch and extended to the connection for the
CLEC‘S switch. This provides the "new" dial tone from the CLEC's switch. At
the scheduled time, BellSouth must remove the loop connection to its switch and

terminate the pre-wired cross-connections to the CLEC's collocated equipment.

2. BellSouth must update the translations in the BellSouth switch so that people
calling this customer's number will be routed to the new CLEC switch and the
customer can receive incoming calls. This requires that the requested interim

number portability method be activated to reflect the customer's new location at

29



10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

the CLEC's switch. BellSouth must coordinate with the CLEC to ensure that the
CLEC is prepared to accept the customer's service at the scheduled time or "at the
time of routing to the CLEC switch" to prevent an outage of service for the

customer.

Unless these tasks are performed at approximately the same time, the customer may have
dial tone but may not have full service such as the ability to receive incoming calls.
BellSouth has proposed recombination of the unbundled loop and switch in collocated
space as a means of switching customer service from BellSouth to a CLEC's network,

Mr. Falcone discusses collocation in detail in his testimony.

HAS BELLSOUTH COMPLIED WITH THIS CHECKLIST ITEM?

No. AT&T and other CLECs have not yet received nondiscriminatory access to local
loops from BellSouth. BellSouth has the ability today to reuse its customer loops and
telephone numbers for its customers desiring a change of service. However, the
experiences of AT&T in Tennessee, Kentucky and Florida and testimony of other carriers
in Georgia, Kentucky, Alabama, Florida, North Carolina, South Carolina, Louisiana, and
Mississippi reveal that the methods and procedures for CLECs desiring to provide
customers with the same capability clearly are not in place, nor have they been tested to
ensure that service changes will happen in the time frames customers expect. BellSouth's
systems are the same throughout the region; there is no reason to expect that BellSouth

has capabilities in Tennessee that it does not have in other states.

WHAT WOULD BELLSOUTH HAVE TO DO IN ORDER TO COMPLY WITH
CHECKLIST ITEM 4?
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Under Checklist Item 4, BellSouth must provide local loop transmission from the central
office to the customer's premises, unbundled from local switching or other services. In
addition, § 251(c)(3) requires BellSouth to provide nondiscriminatory access to network
elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, terms and
conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory. Nondiscriminatory access
means at a minimum, that the terms and conditions are offered equally to all requesting
carriers, and where applicable, they must be equal to the terms and conditions under
which BellSouth provisions the elements to itself. Further, BellSouth must provide loops

at the same intervals in which BellSouth obtains them for itself.

WHY IS INTERVAL PROVISIONING IMPORTANT?

In order to provide nondiscriminatory access to unbundled loops, BellSouth's pre-
ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance, and billing systems must ensure that
CLECs can obtain loops at the same intervals that BellSouth obtains them for itself, This
would require the Operations Support Systems that AT&T witness, Mr. Bradbury,
describes in his testimony. The new carrier must have the ability to provide the service in

the same interval to the customer that BellSouth can through its internal processes.

BellSouth has stated all intervals are subject to negotiation, and it promises only to
provide the loops subject to projected workload, features and services requested, and
equipment availability. BellSouth believes that these items can be determined only when
the order is processed. This discriminatory manner of providing provisioning intervals
gives BellSouth the ability to determine unilaterally the rate at which its competitors
obtain new customers. Such power imposes intolerable burdens on CLECs, and is
antithetical to the development of competition. CLECs cannot make provisioning

commitments to their customers if BellSouth will not make provisioning commitments to
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the CLECs. As discussed in the testimony of Ms. Dailey, the FCC has stated
unequivocally that it will look at actual provisioning intervals to determine whether an

ILEC is providing nondiscriminatory access to its network.

WHAT HAS BEEN THE EXPERIENCE OF AT&T AND OTHER CLECS IN
OBTAINING LOCAL LOOPS FROM BELLSOUTH?

As discussed above, AT&T's has placed orders for unbundled network elements,
including local loops, in Tennessee, Kentucky Florida. These orders included the
provisioning of the existing customer local loops. BellSouth has failed to provide firm
order confirmations in a timely manner, and had not completed all of the orders within
the specified time period. BellSouth also has not provide usage billing data required by
AT&T. |

Other carriers also have experienced problems frying to obtain local loops from
BellSouth. The experiences of NextLink here in Tennessee in their attempt to obtain
local loops and transfer customer service to their network demonstrate that BellSouth's
procedures are inadequate to provide local loops in a nondiscriminatory manner. During
1997 and 1998, NextLink has submitted numerous orders to BellSouth for the transfer of .
service from BellSouth to NextLink. In processing these orders and physically
transferring the loop, BellSouth's processes caused errors on many of these orders that
have resulted in service outages for NextLink customers. In October, 1997, NextLink
placed orders to transfer service for business and residential customers. BellSouth
technicians began the service cutovers, but when technicians attempted to do the switch
translations to complete the cutovers it was discovered that BellSouth offices were
running "back up tapes" which prohibit any translation activity. As a result the NextLink

customers experienced a service outage. In November, 1997, BellSouth technicians
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attempted to cut over eleven loops for a new NextLink customer. The technicians
completed the first seven lines, but failed to discover the last four lines were wired
incorrectly after making the cuts and no dialtone was received from the NextLink switch.
Because the technicians' workload prohibited the immediate completion of rewiring, the
customer experienced a service outage of four hours for those lines. ACSI experienced

similar problems with BellSouth in Georgia in early 1997. One of ACSI's customers who

‘had experienced delays in obtaining service switched back to BellSouth even after

BellSouth called and informed the customer that it was BellSouth's problem and not
ACSI's. The customer's comment was very telling. He stated that he realized that the
problem was not ACSI's fault, but felt that it would never have happened if he had not
switched carriers. This kind of experience is often shared with others and may ruin the

CLEC's opportunity to compete in the market.

HAS BELLSOUTH ESTABLISHED COMPLIANCE WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

No. Until BellSouth has the methods and procedures in place to provide local loops in a
nondiscriminatory and prompt manner to any requesting CLEC that are equal in quality
with BellSouth's, BellSouth cannot demonstrate compliance with this checklist item.
BellSouth is not able at this time to implement fully the unbundling of loops either under
the Statement or the arbitrated agreements referenced in its testimony because the
methods and procedures are not in place and tested. In addition, BellSouth does not yet
have an Operations Support System to support nondiscriminatory provisioning and

maintenance.  These critical shortcomings are addressed in the testimony of Mr.

Bradbury.
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CHECKLIST ITEM 5 ~- LOCAL TRANSPORT

WHAT IS LOCAL TRANSPORT?

Local transport is the network element that provides the pathways that connect the local
network switches. It provides the carriers with the means to transport calls throughout
the Jocal calling area. It consists of both dedicated transport and common transport.
Dedicated transport is for the exclusive use of one carrier's customers, and common

transport is shared with all carriers.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED THAT IT IS PROVIDING LOCAL
TRANSPORT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CHECKLIST?

No. BellSouth has problems in providing both forms of transport: dedicated transport
and common transport. Under Checklist Item 5, BellSouth must provide local transport
from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch unbundled from switching
or other services. BellSouth also must provide nondiscriminatory access to local
transport as an UNE in accordance with the requirements of §§ 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1)
of the Act. Section 251(c)(3) requires BellSouth to provide nondiscriminatory access to
network elements on an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, terms
and conditions that are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory. Nondiscriminatory access
means at a minimum, that the terms and conditions are offered equally to all requesting
carriers, and where applicable, they must be equal to the terms and conditions under

which BellSouth provisions the elements to itself. FCC First Report and Order §315.

BellSouth has not demonstrated that it can provide such access.
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PLEASE DESCRIBE BELLSOUTH'S DIFFICULTIES IN PROVIDING LOCAL
TRANSPORT, AS REQUIRED BY CHECKLIST ITEM 5.

First, BellSouth states that it has been providing dedicated transport because it is
comparable to the access transport provided to IXCs for years. It is important to
recognize that BellSouth has been providing transport for interLATA and toll calls only
and not for local calls.

Second, BellSouth simply cannot claim that the common transport it currently has in its
network can be utilized by CLECs without some additional work. BellSouth has not put
in place the methods and procedures that provide certainty that common transport can be
provided between end offices and billed on a nondiscriminatory basis. For example, as
described above, in Florida, following AT&T's attempts to order the UNE platform,
BellSouth has not confirmed that AT&T received shared transport or how BellSouth will
render a usage sensitive bill for this shared transport. Therefore, BellSouth cannot claim

that it has met the requirements of the Act to provide unbundled local transport.
Until BellSouth demonstrates it has put in place the methods and procedures to provide

both dedicated and common transport and test its availability, it cannot meet the

requirements of this checklist item.

CHECKLIST ITEM 6 - LOCAL SWITCHING

WHAT IS LOCAL SWITCHING?
Local switching is the -network element that provides-the-connections: between the -
customer's loops and others in the network and connects that customer to the dial tone

and the features in the switch. It also provides the information that a carrier will use to
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bill both the customer for features used in the switch, and other carriers for access to the

customer. The local switch is the "brains" of the network.

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

BellSouth's obligation is to provide nondiscriminatory access to local switching as an
UNE. BellSouth must provide nondiscriminatory access to network elements in
accordance with the requirements of §§ 251(c)(3) and 252(d)(1) of the Act. Section
251(c)(3) requires BellSouth to provide nondiscriminatory access to network elements on
an unbundled basis at any technically feasible point on rates, terms and conditions that
are just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory. Nondiscriminatory access means at a
minimum, that the terms and conditions are offered equally to all requesting carriers, and
where applicable, they must be equal to the terms and conditions under which BellSouth
provisions the elements to itself. This means that BellSouth must provide all of the

features, functions, capabilities of the switch. FCC First Report and Order 9 412.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING LOCAL SWITCHING
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CHECKLIST?

No. There are several unresolved issues related to provision of local switching. I address
AT&T's attempts to obtain unbundled local switching below. The requirements of the
Act and the policy issues related to unbundled local switching are discussed in detail in

the testimony of Mr. Gillan.
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WHAT ARE THE UNRESOLVED ISSUES RELATED TO LOCAL SWITCHING,
AS REQUIRED BY CHECKLIST ITEM 6?

First, BellSouth has delayed the provision of direct routing to AT&T. Direct routing is
the ability for AT&T's customers to feac’h our operator services and directory services
when dialing "0" or "411" just as BellSouth customers are able to dial those numbers to
reach BellSouth operators and directory assistance. The FCC has ordered ILECs, "to the
extent technically feasible, to provide customized routing, which would include such
routing to a competitor's operator services and directory assistance platform." FCC First
Report and Order § 536. Direct routing is technically feasible and available today.
Generally there are two means to provide direct routing: through switch translations
using Line Class Codes ("LCCs") or through an Advanced Intelligent Network database

solution.

Direct routing is not currently available from BellSouth using either using LCCs or AIN.
AT&T met with BellSouth shortly after the Georgia Agreement was signed on February
3, 1997 to request direct routing for our Georgia customers. In Georgia, in order to
accomplish direct routing of directory assistance calls, BellSouth requires AT&T to
designate a trunk group for those calls. Because AT&T does not have designated trunks
for directory assistance, AT&T uses its interconnection trunks for this purpose. In order
to supply BellSouth with a trunk group number to direct the calls, AT&T proposed that
customized or direct routing of directory assistance calls be performed by converting all
411 calls made by AT&T customers to 900 numbers and then sending them out over

AT&T's interconnection trunks. This conversion is necessary for routing of the calls.

- "AT&T has beenunable at this time to complete the work necessary to fully use this direct

routing option for our customers because BellSouth has failed to complete agreement

with AT&T as to the means of implementing this feature for existing AT&T customers.
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The second major unresolved issue relating to unbundled local switching is BellSouth's
failure to provide access to all of the features of the switch. Digital switches provide
approximately 1000 features to residential and business customers. CLECs must be able
to use the full capabilities of the switch just as BellSouth does. In January, 1998, AT&T
submitted a formal requested to BellSouth to provide a list of the specific features and
functions installed in each of BellSouth's switches, including both those features and
functions that are operational and those that are available but not operational. BellSouth
responded that it was not obligated to provide any information beyond the description of
switching features listed in PSIMS, and that any additional requests for features had to be
handled through the bona fide request process. On March 5, 1998, BellSouth wrote to
AT&T and stated that the issue of availability of switching features was being discussed
by AT&T and BellSouth negotiators. BellSouth must demonstrate that it can provide the
full capability of the switch, including the ability for a CLEC to:

. Activate and change features,

. Define the translations for our customers,

. Provide usage billing which includes identification of the Carrier Identification
Code or CIC code of the Interexchange carrier for a toll call and the billing of

access charges.

A third major problem is AT&T's attempts to obtain billing information for local
switching from BellSouth. As I stated earlier, BellSouth must provide usage billing,
which includes identification of the Carrier Identification Code of the interexchange

carrier for billing of toll calls and access charges. In Florida, BellSouth flatly refused to
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provide billing information after AT&T ordered switch ports. BeliSouth stated that such
purchases were resale orders, and BellSouth had no obligation to provide billing

information.

The fact is that none of these items are anywhere near enough to completion to ensure

that they can be made available to AT&T.

CHECKLIST ITEM 7 -- 911/E911 SERVICES, DIRECT ORY ASSISTANCE, AND

OPERATOR SERVICES

WHAT ARE 911/E911 SERVICES, DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE AND
OPERATOR SERVICES?

911/E911 services, Directory Assistance, and Operator services are used by all consumers
for access to emergency agencies, directory assistance service for telephone number
information on all subscribers, and operator service for access to operators, calling cards,

collect calls and other customer service applications,

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM? |

Under Checklist Item 7, BellSouth must provide nondiscriminatory access to 911/E911
services, directory assistance services and operator call completion services.
Nondiscriminatory access means that at a minimum, the terms and conditions are offered
equally to all requesting carriers, and, where applicable, must be equal to the terms and
conditions under which BellSouth provisions the elements to itself 47 U.S.C.
§ 251(c)(3). The FCC has stated that the RBOC must provide competitors access to 911

and E911 services in the same time and manner that the RBOC obtains such access.
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Ameritech Order §256. RBOCs also must provide access to directory assistance and

operator services equal in quality to the access the RBOC provides itself,

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING 911/E911 SERVICES,
DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE AND OPERATOR CALL COMPLETION IN
ACCORDANCE WITH CHECKLIST ITEM 7?

No. Although nondiscriminatory access is technically feasible and can be provided by
direét routing from the switch or other means, BellSouth continues to brand these
services as its own even for AT&T customers. Branding is important to consumers
because it eliminates customer confusion. Accordingly, branding aids in achieving
parity, making it possible for consumers to reap the benefits of effective competition. See
47 C.F.R. § 51.613(c). The FCC specifically noted that "brand identification is critical to
reseller attempts to compete with ILECs and will minimize consumer confusion." FCC
First Report and Order §971. When customers dial "411" today in Tennessee, both the
BellSouth customer and the CLEC customer will hear the BellSouth brand. in order for
these services to be nondiscriminatory, the CLEC's customer must hear the brand of its

own provider, or all customers must hear no brand identification at all.

On the issue of selective routing, the method used by BellSouth to route CLEC calls to
CLEC platforms, BellSouth notified AT&T in July, 1997 that AT&T must supply for
each Local Service Request the BellSouth-developed selective routing codes in order for
BellSouth to provide selective routing for AT&T customers. Such a requirement is
unreasonable and impractical. Because these codes are developed and maintained by

BellSouth, it is appropriate for BellSouth to determine which codes apply to specific
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AT&T service orders. This requirement also violates the standards established by the

national Ordering and Billing Forum.

CHECKLIST ITEM 9 -- TELEPHONE NUMBERS

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

BellSouth is the administrator of telephone numbers in its service area. These numbers
include both the local exchange numbers for AT&T's switches, and the individual
numbers for AT&T customers. All customers of CLECs should have nondiscriminatory
access to telephone numbers, as compared to each other and BellSouth. 47 C.F.R.
§51.217(c)(1). Under Checklist Item 9, BellSouth must provide nondiscriminatory
access to telephone numbers for assignment to other carriers' telephone exchange service
customers until telecommunications numbering administration guidelines, plans or rules

are established, after which date BellSouth must comply with such guidelines.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING TELEPHONE
NUMBERS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CHECKLIST?

No. Methods and procedures for assignment of telephone numbers in place that apply
equally to everyone including BellSouth must be established and confirmed to work in a
competitive environment. In addition, Mr. Bradbury discusses in his testimony the
impact of the lack of electronic interfaces on BellSouth's ability to assign telephone
numbers in a nondiscriminatory manner, and BellSouth’s failure to provide the blocks of

numbers promised in its interconnection agreement with AT&T.

CHECKLIST ITEM 10 - SIGNALING AND DATABASES
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WHAT ARE SIGNALING AND DATABASES?

Unbundled signaling and databases are necessary for a telecommunications carrier with
its own switching facilities to access the ILEC’s SS7 signaling network for originating
and completing calls to each other's network. The signaling elements are the signaling
links, the signal transfer points, and the databases used for routing of calls. They
comprise a "mini network" that connects the networks and provides the intelligence for

call routing and completion.

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

Under Checklist Item 10, BellSouth must provide nondiscriminatory access to databases
and associated signaling necessary for call routing and completion. BellSouth must |
demonstrate that it provides such access in the same manner that it provides access to
itself. This includes access to signaling networks, including signaling links and signaling
transfer points, which give the requesting carrier the ability to send signals between its
switches, its switches and BellSouth's switches, and its switches and third party networks

connected to BellSouth's signaling network. FCC First Report and Order 9 479-83.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING SIGNALING AND
DATABASES IN ACCORDANCE WITH CHECKLIST ITEM 10?

No. Here again, BellSouth has not provided the methods and procedures that show
nondiscriminatory access. Furthermore, the parties have not completed testing necessary
to determine BellSouth's ability to provide non-discriminatory access. For example,
testing is required to determine how the parties will proi'ide access to its Advanced

Intelligent Network ("AIN"). Before this testing can start, the parties must first agree on
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testing processes. The importance of the testing process is illustrated by the AIN study
performed by BellSouth and AT&T in November 1995. Although the parties both
participated in the testing, they came to radically different conclusions about the results of
the tests, reinforcing the need for prior agreement on how testing will be performed and
analyzed. Once the process is established, testing and operational experience will
demonstrate if there are problems to be resolve. At this point, neither this Authority nor

CLEC:s can determine whether BellSouth will be able to comply with this checklist item.

CHECKLIST ITEM 11 -- NUMBER PORTABILITY

WHAT IS LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY?

Local Number Portability ("LNP") as used in this testimony refers to "service provider
portability." Service provider portability allows a customer to change local service
providers while retaining his or her telephone number at the same location and the same
service without impairment of functionality. Because historically there has been only one
provider serving a local exchange area, there has not been a need, until now, for LNP.
The current network architecture therefore does not allow a customer to change his or her
local service provider and retain the same number. This lack of LNP presents a

significant barrier to the introduction and growth of local exchange competition.

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

Under Checklist Item 11, BellSouth must provide interim number portability through
remote call forwarding, direct inward dialing trunks, -or other comparable arrangements,

with as little impairment of functioning, quality, reliability, and convenience as possible.
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47 CF.R. § 52.27; FCC Number Portability First Report and Order 4 110-16. BellSouth

also must comply with the implementation schedule established by the FCC with regard

to long-term number portability. 47 C.F.R. § 52.23.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING NUMBER
PORTABILITY IN ACCORDANCE WITH CHECKLIST ITEM 11?2

No. While BellSouth has made progress, it has not yet met its LNP obligations under

§ 271 of the Act. See In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, FCC Order No. 96-
286, First Report and Order (July 2, 1996.) ("Number Portability Order"). Until such
time as permanent LNP is offered, BellSouth must offer interim number portability
("INP") solutions which provide as little impairment of features, functioning, quality and
inconvenience as possible. BellSouth offered to provide Remote Call Forwarding

("RCF") and Direct Inward Dialing ("DID") in Tennessee as INP solutions.

Remote Call Forwarding and Direct Inward Dialing have been used only recently to
provide number portability in situations where customers change carriers. In the past,
these methods were used only for BellSouth customers who remained BellSouth
customers but wanted to forward their number to a new location. The Act requires
BellSouth to provide number portability in situations where customers change carriers.

There are several key differences:

. Carriers will be ordering number portability, not customers;
. New switches and network arrangements must be put in place by the CLECs that

are not there today; and
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. BellSouth must implement and test billing methods and procedures to make LNP

available.

OTHER THAN RCF AND DID AS OFFERED IN THE STATEMENT, ARE
THERE ANY OTHER SOLUTIONS REQUIRED TO MEET THE STANDARD
OF NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS?

Yes. AT&T requested in negotiations, and BellSouth agreed to provide, Route Indexing -
Portability Hub ("RI-PH") as the INP solution for customers with large quantities of
telephone numbers in Tennessee. RCF and DID, are not sufficient to address the needs of
these customers. Retaining their existing telephone numbers through an INP solution that
is invisible to the end user is extremely important to these customers. Only the most
effective solutions that allow competitors to serve all customers are nondiscriminatory. If
RCF and DID are the only available means of INP, many of these customers with large
quantities of numbers likely will refuse to switch CLECs until a permanent number

portability solution becomes available,

To meet the needs of these customers, an INP method is needed that conserves the use of
telephone numbers so as to avoid number exhaust and resulting area code splits. RI-PH

is the most effective INP solution for these customers and is more efficient in meeting

their requirements because of the large quantity of telephone numbers and large number

of incoming calls these customers will receive. Tests confirmed RI-PH was technically
feasible. BellSouth has agreed to provide RI-PH to AT&T. However, CLECs ordering
from the Statement are limited to RCF and DID, unless they make a request through the
BFR process. Since BellSouth already had agreed to provide this solution to AT&T,

| BellSouth also should include RI-PH as another form of INP in its Statement.
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In Georgia for our AT&T Digital Link customers, BellSouth also has not provided billing
information to AT&T to verify the successful completion of this number portability.test.
Without billing information, AT&T cannot confirm the successful porting of its AT&T
Digital Link numbers. This two-month delay in resolving something BellSouth has
agreed to provide demonstrates the difficulties CLECs will encounter when implementing
signed and commission-approved interconnection agreements. AT&T and BellSouth
have not yei tested porting of AT&T Digital Link numbers in Tennessee, and must

complete these tests before any assessment can be made.

HAS BELLSOUTH ESTABLISHED COMPLIANCE WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

No. Until BellSouth has the methods and procedures in place to provide any requesting
CLEC with number portability either through a permanent or interim solution, it cannot
meet this checklist item. AT&T must have confidence that LNP will ‘V\%’Oﬂ( and will be
implemented with as little impairment of features, functioning, quality, and
inconvenience as possible. Until the industry solution for permanent number portability
is available in Tennessee, AT&T will have to rely on BellSouth's network to provide
interim number portability for our customers. As there is no permanent soj)lution currently
available, and BellSouth has not demonstrated yet that it can provide a n(}jndiscrhninatory

interim solution, BellSouth cannot claim that it has complied with this chc%,cklist item.

- CHECKEIST ITEM 13 -- RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION

WHAT IS RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION?
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Reciprocal compensation is the means that local carriers use to compensate each other for
the costs to interconnect and handle the calls from the other's network. There are various
industry means to do this including: meet point billing; bill and keep; and multiple bill,

single tariff.

WHAT MUST BELLSOUTH DO TO COMPLY WITH THIS CHECKLIST
ITEM?

Under Checklist Item 13, BellSouth must provide reciprocal compensation arrangements
in accordance with the requirements of § 252(d)(2). Section 252(d)(2) defines just and
reasonable reciprocal compensation as providing for (i) the mutual and reciprocal
recovery by each carrier of costs associated with the transport and termination on each
carrier's network facilities of calls that originate on the network facilities of the other
carrier; and (ii) costs on the basis of a reasonable approximation of additional costs of

terminating such calls.

HAS BELLSOUTH DEMONSTRATED IT IS PROVIDING THE MEANS FOR
RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
CHECKLIST?

No. Until BellSouth has the methods and procedures for billing in place, it has not
complied with this checklist item. This issue was discussed above in relation to
interconnection and access to UNEs. The 87 binders do not even address this cheéklist

item. Until BellSouth demonstrates that it can provide usage sensitive billing for UNEs,

- BellSouth will be unable to meet this checklist item.

47



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

23
24
25

26

PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR TESTIMONY
All of the requirements of §§ 251, 252, and 271 are important to local competition and all
of them must be satisfied. In order to meet these requirements BellSouth first must take

several steps.

BellSouth first must have in place the instructions, or methods and procedures for its
personnel to provide the required checklist items in a nondiscriminatory manner. These
instructions or methods and procedures are not the equivalent of methods and procedures
that BellSouth has in place currently. Providing services to Interexchange carriers and
competing access providers is not the same as providing access to new local market
entrants. Bell South must develop new methods and procedures that address all of the

detailed steps that will be necessary to make the statutorily required items available.

Second, BellSouth has to test these methods and procedures to demonstrate BellSouth
actually can provide the items, in real time. BeliSouth must petfonn internal testing,
testing with other carriers, and third party testing to determine that its methods and

procedures do work.

Third, BellSouth must demonstrate that it actually is providing the items on request. At
this point, BellSouth has not even identified the Statement or Interconnection Agreement
on which it intends to rely in seeking preapplication approval from this Authority, much
less pointed to operational experience of any consequence to demonstrate that it has

complied with the requirements of §§ 251, 252 and 271.

Fourth, BellSouth must have in place the performance measurements that will

demonstrate that the access BellSouth provides to its network is nondiscriminatory.
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Initially, new entrants such as AT&T must purchase most of the services, network
elements, and interconnection necessary to provide local exchange service exclusively
from BellSouth. New entrants, therefore, cannot provide high quality services to
consumers unless BellSouth first provides high quality services to new entrants. Without
performance measurements, there is no way to determine that BellSouth complies with

the requirements of the Act.

Premature approval of BellSouth's petition will harm the telecommunications
marketplace. BellSouth today enjoys tremendous advantages in the delivery of service to
customers in Tennessee through its control of the local network. Additionally, while
BellSouth may support current industry efforts to resolve these issues, it will have less
incentive to do so if it is allowed to provide interLATA services before it has complied

with §§ 251 and 252(d) and the checklist.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.

49



NIompdu EALITETLT
1Ue W0 jo axuesip Suop uonnquIsIp
atn JAIn[IX2 pue jedog (ETT]A] 8IINAIIS 1210 onms ay) s|jed jo 12p23j 01
Joyqed  ySnosg spped jo Auew 30y (yed $I552208 pue o1 vonaqInsSIp HOISSIUISues} QIN Sundauuod
uoisssuer) voIssnsyes | UOISSIISURI]  S{[ed $35633004 dooj spauuo) sange Sauy| auoyq
LYOJdSNVYYL HOLIMS LHOJ4SNYYHL - HOLIMS 430334 LEYEREITR Y NolLngIdLSia
aavaaa@D  waonvi@ T Nowwod @ w010 40010 /uo1vuiNaINGD 40010Q
Rl VYV )=
<] e n-h e a8
stupod Suipruflys omy A A
Aundaunod yed vonesnunno) RN % N

LHOJSNVHL ¥NM ONAYNDIS D

sadessow Spendis siwsuesy yey) Youmg
(dLS) INIOd YIISNVYL Gz_._<zm=m@

sapiqeded pue $351A335 ule2) sayo o) paambas
voljeunioju) apirosd pue 2101s ey saseqere(]

(49S) 1NI0d T0HINOD 3DIAH3S (®

Ol

[\

dwueisisse £3012a3p
pue 3014135 J0)e3ad ()

SWILSAS HOLVYHIdO e

Sunm Jowojsnd
pue adjAsas
[e20] waamyaq
uonIAN0Y)

(QIN) 321A3a
3OVAHILNI

waomian ©

AV
L/L/

NV

SIUWII[F YIOMIIN pajpunqu() ay,

[ Jo 1 a8eq

[-HAL Hquyxy

60£00-L6 "ON 19300(] 29ssauua],
SUONIBOIUNUWIIOIR[D ], [ LY




BEFORE THE
TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

TESTIMONY OF
JAY M. BRADBURY
ON BEHALF OF
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTH
CENTRAL STATES, INC.

IN RE: BELLSOUTH’S ENTRY INTO LONG DISTANCE
UNDER SECTION 271

DOCKET NO. 97-00309

March 27, 1998



Y

- B e SR ¥

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SOUTH CENTRAL STATES, INC.
TESTIMONY OF JAY M. BRADBURY
BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
DOCKET NO. 97-00309
MARCH 27, 1998

BACKGROUND

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS.
My name is Jay M. Bradbury. My business address is 1200 Peachtree Street, Atlanta,

Georgia.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR CURRENT POSITION AND RESPONSIBILITIES.
I am employed by AT&T as a Manager in the Local Infrastructure and Access
Management Organization. Since August, 1995, I have been involved in the negotiation
and implementation of interfaces for operational support systems necessary to support

AT&T’s entry into the local telecommunications market.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

I graduated with a Bachelor of Arts degree in History from The Citadel in 1966. I have
taken additional undergraduate and graduate courses at the University of South Carolina
and North Carolina State University in Business and Economics. In 1987 and 1988, 1

participated in Advanced Management Programs at Rutgers University and the University

of Houston.
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I began my AT&T career in 1970 as a Chief Operator with Southern Bell’s Operator
Services Department in Raleigh, North Carolina. From 1972 through 1987, I held
various positions within Southern Bell’s (1972 - 1984) and AT&T’s (1984 - 1987)
Operator Services Departments where I was responsible for the planning, engineering,
implementation and administration of personnel, pmcesses'and network equipment used
to provide local and toll operator services and directory assistance services in North
Carolina, South Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee and Mississippi. In 1987, I transferred to
AT&T’s External Affairs Department in Atlanta, Georgia, where I was responsible for
managing AT&T’s needs for access network interfaces with South Central Bell, including
the resolution of operational performance, financial and policy issues. From 1989
through November 1992, I was responsible for AT&T’s relationships (including the
negotiation and administration of billing and marketing contracts, card honoring
contracts, facility contracts, and the support of sales of Network Systems products) with
Independent Telephone Companies within the South Central Bell States and Florida.
From November 1992 through April 1993, 1 was a Regulatory Affairs Manager in the
Law and Govemment Affairs Division responsible for the analysis of industry proposals
before regulatory bodies in the South Central States to determine their impact on AT&T’s
ability to meet its customers needs with services that are competitively priced and
profitable. In April of 1993, I transferred to the Access Management Organization within
AT&T’s Network Services Division as a Manager - Access Provisioning and
Maintenance with responsibilities for on-going management of processes and structures
in place with Southwestern Bell to assure that their access provisioning and maintenance
performance met the needs of AT&T’s Strategic Business Units.

PP #

WHAT IS THE SCOPE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
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My testimony examines whether the operational support system ("OSS") interfaces

offered through BellSouth's Statement of Generally Available Terms ("SGAT™) comply
with the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the "Act") and its implementing regulations.
In particular, I examine whether such interfaces provide CLECs with nondiscriminatory

access to BellSouth's OSS functions.

BellSouth's OSS interfaces are discriminatory. With few exceptions, the BellSouth
interfaces fail to provide CLECs with the same capabilities BellSouth possesses. For
example, most of BellSouth's interfaces require more human intervention to perform OSS
functions than is required when BellSouth uses its own OSS to perform the same or
equivalent functions. Human intervention increases work time, error rates, and costs for
CLECs. In addition, BellSouth's proposed interfaces cannot perform the same functions
as BellSouth's internal OSS and their capacity is questionable. Furthermore, BellSouth
has not provided adequate technical data regarding its proposed interfaces, which often do
not comport with existing and emerging industry standards, and that has hindered, if not
prevented, CLECs from developing their own internal systems and processes that would

be compatible with BellSouth's proposed interfaces.

BellSouth also has not provided sufficient empirical evidence to support its claim that the
proposed interfaces actually provide nondiscriminatory access to BellSouth's OSS. In
short, BellSouth has not demonstrated that it has met the requirements of the Act. For
these reasons and others discussed below, the Tennessee Regulatory Authority ("TRA")

should find that BellSouth's OSS interfaces, as they exist today, do not comply with the

- requirements of Section 251 of the Act or the competitive checklist under /Section 271 of

the Act.
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OSS REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE ACT

WHAT ARE OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS ("OSSs")?
Operational support systems are computer-based systems and databases that
telecommunications carriers use to perform essential customer and business support

functions, including pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance & repair, and

* billing. Computer-based OSS enable telecommunications carriers to transmit data

electronically between different systems, thereby maximizing efficiency and effectiveness
in the performance of these essential support functions. In addition to computer-based
systems and databases, OSS also include any necessary manual processes performed by
personnel located in various types of “centers” in the absence of a computer-based

process.

Without electronic OSS interfaces and efficient manual processing centers, effective
competition within the local telecommunications market will not develop. Exhibit JMB-
1 is a copy of the handouts I used during the OSS Workshop on March 5 and 6 to discuss

the role of OSS in the development of effective local competition.

HAS THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION ("FCC")
ADDRESSED ACCESS TO 0SS?

Yes. The FCC "conclude[d] that OSS and the information they contain fall squarely
within the definition of 'network element' and must be unbundled upon request under
section 251(c)(3) . . .." FCC Order No. 96-325 § 516 (Aug. 8, 1996) (hereinafter "FCC
Interconnection Order™); FCC Order No. 97-418 1 83 (Dec. 24, 1997) (hereinafter "FCC
South Carolina Order"). In édditien, the FCC concluded that OSS functions are subject

to the duty imposed by Section 251(c)(3) on incumbent local exchange carriers to provide
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nondiscriminatory access to network elements, and the duty imposed by Section
251(c)(4) to provide resale services under just, reasonable, and nondiscriminatory
conditions. FCC Interconnection Order § 517; FCC South Carolina Order 9 83. The
FCC recognized a "competing carrier tﬁat lacks access to operations support systems
equivalent to those the incumbent LEC provides to itself, its affiliates, or its customers,
‘will be severely disadvantaged, if not precluded altogether, from fairly competing.™"
FCC South Carolina Order § 82; see FCC Interconnection Order 9 518.

HAS THE FCC EXPLAINED WHAT CONSTITUTES NONDISCRIMINATORY
ACCESS?

Yes. In its Interconnection Order, the FCC found that nondiscriminatory access
“necessarily includes access to the functionality of any internal gateway systems the
incumbent employs in performing [pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, main.tenancé and
repair, and billing] functions for its own customers." FCC Interconnection Order 9 523.
The FCC defined "internal gateway system" as "any electronic interface the incumbent
LEC has created for its own use in acéessing support systems for providing pre-ordering,
ordering, provisioning, repair and maintenance, and billing." FCC Interconnection Order
¥ 523, n. 1274. Examples of internal gateway systems that BellSouth uses in Tennessee
are Regional Negotiation System ("RNS") and Service Order Negotiation System
("SONGS"). Calhoun Direct at 22. Accordingly, BellSouth must provide CLECs with
nondiscriminatory access to the functionalities of RN S, SONGS, and other internal

gateway systems.

The FCC provided greater detail regarding the incumbent LEC's obligation to provide
nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions in its various orders on Section 271
applications from BellSouth and other RBOCs. The FCC explained that incumbent LECs

must provide access to OSS functions that sufficiently supports each of the three modes
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of competitive entry strategies established by the Act (interconnection, unbundled
network elements, and services offered for resale) and must not favor one strategy over
another. FCC Order 97-298 § 133 (Aug. 19, 1997) ("FCC Ameritech Order").
Incumbent LECs, moreover, have an obligation to provide interfaces that allow
competing carriers of all sizes a meaningful opportunity to compete in the local exchange
market. FCC Ameritech Order § 220. In other words, an incumbent LEC must provide
muitiple interfaces to competing carriers unless a single interface is economically

efficient to use by both larger and smaller CLECs. FCC Ameritech Order 9 220, n. 566.

The FCC found that "[f]or those OSS functions that are analogous to OSS functions that
an incumbent LEC provides to itself - including pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning
for resale services -- a BOC must offer access to competing carriers equivalent to the
access the BOC provides itself." FCC South Carolina Order § 98; see FCC Ameritech
Order § 139. The FCC also found that "access to OSS functions must be offered such
that competing carriers are able to perform OSS functions in 'substantially the same time

and manner' as the BOC" FCC South Carolina Order § 98.

In addition, the FCC found that "for those OSS functions that hav;/ no retail analogue,
such as ordering and provisioning of unbundled network elements, a BOC must offer
access sufficient to allow an efficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete."
FCC South Carolina Order § 98; see FCC Ameritech Orderq 141.

DOES NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO 0SS RELATE TO SECTION 252
AND SECTION 271 OF THE ACT?

Yes. Under Section 252(f)(2) of the Act, a State commission may not approve an
Statement of Generally Available Terms ("SGAT") unless the SGAT complies with

Section 251, Section 252(d), and the respective implementing regulations. As explained
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above, the FCC regulations require a Regional Bell Operating Company ("RBOC") to
provide nondiscriminatory access to its OSS in order to comply with Section 251(c)(3)
regarding network elements, and Section 251(c)(4) regarding resale. FCC Order § 525.
Accordingly, State commissions may not approve an SGAT that does not provide for

nondiscriminatory access to the RBOC's OSS.

Under Section 271, the FCC may not approve an RBOC's application under either Track
A or Track B unless that RBOC complies with the competitive checklist. The FCC has
concluded that an examination of a BOC's OSS performance is necessary to evaluate
compliance with section 271(c)(2)(B)(ii) and (xiv)" regarding nondiscriminatory access
to network elements and the resale of telecommunication services without discriminatory
or unreasonable limitations or conditions. FCC Ameritech Order Y 83. The FCC further
concluded that an "examination of a BOC's OSS performance is . . . integral to our
determination whether a BOC is offering all of the items contained in the competitive

checklist." FCC Ameritech Order | 84.

DID THE FCC EXPLAIN ITS APPROACH TO ANALYZING
NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO 0SS FUNCTIONS?

Yes. The FCC concluded that the BOC has the evidentiary burden to demonstrate that it
is providing nondiscriminatory access to all OSS functions. FCC's Ameritech Order 9
204. To analyze the evidence, the FCC adopted a two-part inquiry. Under the first part
of the inquiry, the FCC must evaluate "whether the BOC has deployed the necessary
systems and personnel to provide sufficient acceés to each of the necessary OSS functions
and whether the BOC is adequately assisting competing carriers to understand how to
implement and use all of the OSS functions available to them." FCC South Carolina
Order § 96; FCC Ameritech Order § 136. As part of that first evaluation, the FCC must

determine whether the BOC has deployed sufficient electronic and manual interfaces to
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allow CLECs to access all of the necessary OSS functions. FCC Ameritech Order 1 137.
The FCC also must determine whether the BOC has provided CLECs with: (a) technical
specifications necessary to integrate the BOC's OSS with the CLEC's 0OSS; (b)
information necessary to format and process electronic transactions to flow through
BellSouth's OSS (e.g., interfaces, transmission links, and legacy systems) quickly and
efficiently; and (c) internal business rules and ordering codes necessary to place orders
efficiently. FCC South Carolina Order § 111; FCC Ameritech Order 9 137. Inaddition,
the FCC must determine whether the BOC's OSS are designed to accommodate both the
current demand and projected demand of competing carriers for access to OSS functions.

FCC Ameritech Order § 137.

Under \the second part of the inquiry, the Commission will examine operational evidence
to determine whether OSS interfaces are operationally ready for commercial usage. FCC
South Carolina Order § 96; FCC Ameritech Order § 138. The most probative evidence
is actual commercial usage. FCC South Carolina Order § 97; FCC Ameritech Order 9
138. The FCC found that performance measures with which to compare BOC retail and
wholesale performance, and to measure exclusively wholesale performance, are a
necessary prerequisite to demonstrating compliance with the FCC's nondiscrimination
and "meaningful opportunity to compete" standards. FCC's Ameritech Order 9 204.
Clear and concise performance measurements are critical to ensuring that competing
carriers are receiving the quality of access to which they are entitled. FCC's Ameritech
Order § 209. A BOC, moreover, must provide supporting operational data even where
the BOC currently does not measure certain performance characteristics for its retail

operations. FCC's Ameritech Order § 210.

The FCC stated that it may consider other indicators of performance that are less reliable

than operational evidence, such as carrier-to-carrier testing, independent third party

8
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testing, and internal testing -- but only if the BOC can demonstrate that competing
carriers are not currently using a particular OSS function because of a business decision
rather than the lack of practical availability of the function. FCC's Ameritech Order
138. The persuasiveness of third party review is dependent upon the conditions and
scope of that review. FCC's Ameritech Order § 216. Third party reviews, however,
should encompass the entire obligation of the incumbent LEC to provide
nondiscriminatory access and, where applicable, should consider the ability of actual
competing carriers in the market to conduct business using the incumbent's OSS access.

FCC Ameritech Order § 216.

WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF AN INTERFACE THAT PROVIDES
NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO AN INCUMBENT LEC'S OSS?

For an interface to satisfy the Act's nondiscrimination requirements, the interface must
demonstrate, at a minimum, the characteristics described below. See also Exhibit JMB-2.
Appropriate operational data and performance measurements are necessary 1o determine
whether the proposed OSS interfaces meet these five characteristics. See FCC Ameritech
Order 9 138, 141-42, 204-213. An interface with these characteristics will minimize the
differences in OSS functional capabilities between the incumbent LEC and the CLEC:

Electronic -- The interface must be a machine-to-machine interface (computer
application program to computer application program) that provides fully
electronic interaction between the incumbent LEC's OSS and the CLEC's OSS.
FCC South Carolina Order {9 152-166. A machine-to-machine interface
decreases the time, reduces the cost, and improves the accuracy of a CLEC's

performance of OSS functions.
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Functionality -- The interface must provide all CLECs with the capability to
perform the same OSS functions with at least the same level of quality, efficiency,
and effectiveness that the incumbent provides to itself. FCC Interconnection
Order ¥ 523; FCC South Carolina Order § 98; FCC Ameritech Order 9 139. For
those functions that do not have a retail analogue, the incumbent LEC must offer
access to such OSS functions sufficient to allow an efficient competitor a

meaningful opportunity to compete. FCC South Carolina Order 9 98.

Documented -- The interface must be documented both adequately and
sufficiently in advance to allow CLECs a reasonable opportunity to develop and
deploy their own necessary systems, work processes, and employee training to use
the interface. FCC South Carolina Order § 111; FCC Ameritech Order 99 137,
215. Properly documented interfaces will facilitate the completion of those
necessary tasks in a manner that provides CLECs a meaningful opportunity to‘

compete.

Capacity -- The interface must have the capacity to meet combined market
volumes of all CLECs with response times that are equivalent to those the
incumbent LEC provides itself. FCC Ameritech Order 919 137, 194. Sufficient

capacity will ensure that the OSS interfaces do not become a bottleneck that

‘impedes a CLEC:s ability to compete.

Standards -- The interface must comply with existing telecommunications
industry standards or ease the transition to evolving standards regarding:

o Whatis tobe‘communicated (message protocol component)

¢ Specific information to be communicated (data elements)

» Language and Rules for Communication (communication protocols).

10
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The use of industry standards is the most appropriate solution to meet the needs of
a competitive local exchange market. FCC's Ameritech Order Y 217. The lack of
industry standards, however, does not excuse an incumbent LEC from meeting its
obligation to provide nondiscriminatory access to OSS functions. FCC’s South
Carolina Order § 121, n. 362.

PROPOSED INTERFACES TO BELLSOUTH;’S
OPERATIONAL SUPPORT SYSTEMS

SYSTEMIC PROBLEMS

ONE OF THE CHARACTERISTICS OF A NONDISCRIMINATORY
INTERFACE IS THAT THE INTERFACE IS ELECTRONIC. ARE
BELLSOUTH'S INTERFACES FULLY ELECTRONIC?

No, because BellSouth's 0SS interfaces do not provide the full range of required
integration. Integration is the capability to combine OSS functions into a unified process.
Integration can be internal or external. (Exhibit JMB-3 illustrates the concepts discussed
below.) Integration is important because it minimizes manual processes that add costs,
delays, and errors in performing OSS functions. With integration, consumers will receive

higher quality services at a lower price.

Internal integration refers to the capability to combine OSS functions within the

- incumbent LEC or the CLEC. Integrating pre-ordering and ordering functions is an

example of internal integration.

External integration refers to the capability to connect the incumbent LEC's OSS with the

CLEC's OSS through machine-to-machine interfaces. The EDI Ordering interface is an

11
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example of external integration because it allows a CLEC's OSS to communicate
electronically with BellSouth's OSS for the purpose of ordering certain services. External
integration generally enables internal integration, but not vice versa. For example, LENS
is internally integrated but is not capable of external integration. Put another way,
BellSouth integrates the pre-ordering and ordering functions of LENS, but LENSisa

human-to-machine interface.

The FCC is quite clear that an RBOC must provide OSS interfaces that are externally
integratable. A debate exists, however, on whether the FCC requires RBOCs to perform
internal integration itself (i.e., provide an integrated interface like LENS), provide
interfaces that a CLEC can integrate internally (i.e., provide an integratable pair of
interfaces like EC-Lite pre-ordering with EDI ordering), or both. The Application
Programming Interface ("API") that BellSouth is developing could be both integrated and
externally inte